Application No. 10/825,231 Docket No.: V9661.0068 

Reply to Office Action of December 6, 2006 

REMARKS 

By the foregoing amendments, claims 1 and 10 and also claims 16 and 18 
have been combined. The combined claims have, for convenience, been presented as 
new independent claims 23 and 24, which correspond to prior claims 10 and 18 exactly. 
Conforming dependency changes have been made in other claims. 

Neither of prior claims 10 and 18 were rejection in the prior art rejections set 
forth in paragraphs 3-7 and 10. Accordingly, and as a result of the foregoing 
amendment, all of those rejections are now moot and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 1, 10-12 and 16-20 were rejected on the grounds of a Section 101 
double patenting over a copending application. This rejection is respectfully traversed 
and since the rejection is only provisional, no further response is needed at this time. 

Claim 1 was also rejected on the grounds of obviousness type double 
patenting over claims of US 6,653,654 but this rejection is moot in light of the foregoing 
amendments. 

Applicant submits that the pending application is in condition for allowance. 
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